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The Doctrine of the Blefled Trinity 
23d Briefly Explained. 


In a Letter to a Friend. 
SilR, bh 
H E Doftrine of the Arrians, Socinians, or Anti« Prinitari- 
ans, (call them 2s you pleaſe, provided you call them not. 
. Orthodox Cirifttans): in oppoſition to thoſe who belieye.. (acs,, 
' cording to the Word of God ), That the Sacred 7r:nity, of 
Father, Son, and Hily Ghoſt, are ſo d:ſtivgwſhed each from 
other, as that the Father is not the Son, or Holy-Ghoſt ; the Son not the 
Father, or Holy : Ghoſt ; the Holy - Ghoſt not the Father, or Son; yet 
ſo Vr:ited, as thatthey are all Oe God; ( which, in the Athanaſian Creed, . 
is called Trinity 7 Unty, and Uny in Trinity ; Or, in common ſpeaking» : 
Three Perſons and One God; ) is what you were lately diſcourſing with me, - 
and of which I ſhall give you ſome of my preſent Thoughts. 

The Scripture tells us plainly, Tere are three that bear record in Hea- 
wen; the Father, the Word, and the Holy-Ghoſt : -and theſe Three. are One, 
1-Joh- 5-7. . And the Form of B.priſm ( Mat. 28. 19.) is, 1n the name 
of the Fathe-, and of rue Son, and of the Holy-Ghojt, 

And the Chriſtian Church, from the time of Chriſt and his Apoſtles 
downwards hitherto, as well before as ſince the Council of Nice, have 
ever held the D:vinity of thoſe { hree Perſons (as they are commonly cal- 
led; ) and that theſe I rce are but One Gcd, And, that they have ſo 
held, hath been, by divers, ſufficiently proved from the: moſt ancient 
Chriſtian Writers, which are now exſtant. Which, therefore; I take 
for granted, as ſufficiently proved by others, without ſpending time at 
preſent, to prove It a-new, 

That theſe are Three, diſtinguiſhed each from other, is manifeſt ; And, 
that this Diſtinction amongit themtelves, is wont to be called Perſonali- 
ty. By which word, we mean, that Diſtinction (what ever it be ) whereby. 
they are diſtinguiſhed each from other, and thence called Three Perſons,” 

If the word Perſon do not: pleaſe, we need not be fond of Words, 
ſo the Thing be agreed: Yet is it a good Word, and warranted by 
Scripture, Heb, 1. 3. where the Sor: js called the expreſs image of his Fa-. 
thers Perſon : (For ſo we render the Word Hypoſtaſis, which is there, 
uſed ; and mean by it, what I think to be there meant.) And we hare no. 

reaſon'to wave the Word, ſince we know no better to put in the Place of it. 
If it be asked, what theſe Perſonalities or CharaReriſticks are,; wiereby 
each Per/on is diſtinguiſhed from other ; I think we have little more 
A thereof 


| (z]: 
| thereof in Scripture, than that the Father is ſaid to Beget ; the Sor, tobe 
Begocten ;, and the Holy:Ghoſt, to Proceed. 


If it be further asked, what is the full import of theſe Words (which 


are but Metaphorical), and what'is the adequate Meaning of them; I 
think we need not trouble ony ſplvgs abaut_it.: For, ſince it is a matter 
purely of Revelation (not of natural Knowledge,) and we know no 
more of it than what is revealed in Scripture ; where the Scripture is fj= 
lent, we may be content to be ignorant. And we who know fo little of 
the Eſſence of any thing, eſpecially of ſpiritual Beings, though finite, 
need not think it ſtrange that: we are not.able to comprehend al] the Par- 
ticularities of what concerns tha: of God, and the Blefſ. 4 Trinity, 

I know that the Fathers, and School-men, and ſome after them, have 
imployed their Wirs to find out ſome faint Reſemblances, from natural 
things; whereby to expreſs cheir imperfect Conceptions of the Sacred Tri. 
»&y : But they donot pretend to give an adequate Accourt of it; but on- 
ly ſome conjettural Hyp:theſes, rather of what May be, than of what cer- 
tainly Is. Nor need we be concerned, to be curiouſly inquiſitive into ir, 
beyond what God hath been pleaſed to reveal concerning it, 

That the Three Perſons are diſtingulihed, is evident; (though we do 
not perfectly underſtand what thvſe Diſtinftions are) T hat to each of 
theſe, the Scripture aſcribes Divinity, is abundantly. ſhewed by thoſe 
who have written on this Subjeft : That there is but One God, is agreed 
on all hands : Thar the Father is ſaid to Beget ; the Sov, to be Be-otter; and 
the Ho'y-Ghoſt, to Proceed; is agreed alſo ; though we do not perfectly 
underſtand the full import of theſe Words. 

And here we might quietly acquieſce ( without troubling our ſelves fur- 
ther,) did not the. clamorous $:cinians importunely ſuggeſt the Impoſſi- 
bility and 1nccnſiſtence of theſe things, inſomuch as to tell us, That, how 
clear ſoever the Expreſſions of Scripture be, or cas be, to this purpoſe, 
they will not believe it, as being inconſiſtent with natural Reaſon And 
therefore, though they do not yet think fit to give us a bare-fac'd Re- 
j5eRion of Scripture ; yet they do (and mult; . they tell us,) put ſuch a 
forced fence on the words of it (be they never {© plain) as to make them 
fgnify ſome- what elſe. | 

"There is, therefore, in this Dof&rine of the Try, as in that of the 
Reſurretion from the Dead, a double Inquiry : Firſt, whether it be Po/- 
file ;, and then, whether it be Trxe. And theſe to be argued (in both 
Cafes) from a very different Topick : The one from. Natural Reaſon ; 
the other from Revelation. Yert-ſo, that this latter doth certainly con- 
clude the former, if rightly anderſtood. And though we ſhould not be 
able toſdlye all difficulties; yet muſt we believe the-thing, agg . 
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unleſs we will deny the Authority of ſach Revelation. 

Thus our Saviour, againſt the Saddacees, whodenied the Reſurrection, 
Matth, 22. 29. Teerre (faith he) nor knowing the Scriptures, nor the Power 
of God, The Power of God, if rightly underſtood, was enough (from the 
Light of Reaſon) ro prove .it 70: impoſſible + But, whether or no it wil 
be ſo (which natural Reaion could not determine,) was to be argued from 
Scripture-Revelation: 

In like manner, St. Paul before Agrippay A. 26. [irſt argues tne Po/- 
ſivility of it ; Why ſhould it be thought a thing incredible with you, that God 
ſhould raiſe the Dead ? ver, 8. For if Agrippa did believe the Creation of 
the World, (as many even of the Heathen did, from the light of Na- 
ture) he could not think it ſmp:ſſivle for that God (who had ar firſt made 
all things of nothing) to recollect, out of its Duſt or Aſhes, a Body 
which once had been. But whether or no he would do ſo, depended upon 
another Queſtion, to be after asked, ver. 27, King Aprippa, believeſt 
thou the Prophets ? For this was purely matter of Revelation, and could 
not otherwiſe be known: For, as to the [mmortality of the Soul, and a 
future ſtate hereafrer,many of the Heathens went very far, by the Light of 
Nature ; but as to the Reſarreetion of the Body, 1 do not find they had any 
Sentiments about it (or but very faint, if any: ) And if they had, it may 
well bes ſuppoſed to be the remainder of ſome ancient Tradition from 
the F:ws, or their Predeceſlors, Nor doll ſee any foundation in Nature, 
which ſhould make them think of it (before it was revealed) any more, 
thanof the Redemption of Mankind by Chriſt, (which we ſhould never 
have thought of, had not God himſelf contrived and declared it to us. ) 
But, when chat of the Reſurrection was once ſuggeſted, there was no pre- 
rence of Reaſon to think ita thing /mpoſſible, and therefore no reaſon to 
doubt the [ruth of it, when Declared, if we believe the Scriptures, 
wherein it is revealed ; eſpecially thoſe of :the New Teſtament. 

It is much the ſame as to the Doctrine of the 7rinity. It is a thing we 
ſhould not have thought of, if it had not been ſuggeſted by Divine Wri- 
ters; but, when ſuggeſted, there is nothing in natural Reaſon (that we 
know of, or'can know of ) why it ſhould be thought /mpoſſible ; but whe- 
ther or no it be ſo, depends only upon Revelation,” 

And in this caſe the Revelation ſeems ſo clear (to thoſe who believe 
the =criptures) that we have no reaſon to doubt of it, unleſs the thing be 
found to be really Impoſſible, and inconſiſtent with Reaſon. Nor do the 
Anti- [rinitarians inſiſt on any other ground why they deny it, ſave only, 
That it ſeems to them abſolutely /mpoſſeblez and therefore think them- 
ſelves bound to put another ſence on all places of Scripture (how clear ſo- 


ever they be, or can be) which prove or fayour it. A : ad. 
2 So 
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So that the Controverſje is now reduced to this ſingle Point, Whether 
it be Poſſible or not Poſſible : Whether it be conſiſtent or inconſiſtent with 
Natural Light or Reaſon. (And to that point therefore I ſhall confine 
my diſcourſe.) For it ſeems agreed on all hands (as to thoſe who believe 
the Scriptures) that, if it be not poſſible, it is ſufficiently revea- 
- led- | | 
Now for us who underſtand fo little of God's infinite Eſſence, and 
which it is impoſſible for us ful:y to comprehend, who are our ſelves bur 
fidite, and moſtly converſant with material Objects; in ſo much thar 
we c2nnot pretend to underſtand the Eſſence of our own Souls; and, 
when we attempt to explain ir, mult do it rather by ſaying what it is 
not, than what it is; (ſo hard a matter 1s It for us to fix in our Mind or 
Fancy, a Notion, Idea, or Conception of a ſpiritual being, which falls 
not under our Senſes :) *Tis hard, I ſay, for us (who underſtand ſo 
little of a Spirit) to determine (of wat God 1s pleaſed to reveal) that 
it is /»-poſſitle, or inconliitent with his Eſſence, which Eſſence we cannot 
underſtand. | 

But what is it that is thus pretended to be 1mpo/ſble ? ?Tis but this, 
That there le T hree Somewhats, which are but One God : (and theſe Some: 
whats we commonly call Perſons, ) Now what Inconſiſtence is there in 
all this? That Farhir, Sov, ard Holy- Ghoſt are Three, is manifeſt ; and 
are in Scripture-Language diſtinguiſhed, That there is but Oe Ged js 
manifeſt alſo, and all thoſe Thrce are this God : That the name Perſon js 
no incongruous Word, is evident from Heb. 1. 3. where it is uſed. If 
it be ſaid, It doth not agree to them exactly in the ſame ſence in which 
it is commonly uſed amongſt men ; we ſay ſo too, nor doth any Word, 
when applyed to God, ſignif juſt the ſame as when applyed to men, but 
only ſome-what analogous thereunto, 

What kind or degree of Diſtinftion (according to our Metaphyſicks) 
this is, we need not be very ſollicitous to enquire; or, whether in our 
Metapiy licks (accommodated to our Notions of Finite Beings) there be 
2ny Name+ for,it : ?Tis enough for us if theſe [ bree may truly be ſo di- 
ſtinguiſhed, as that one be not the other, and yet all but Ore God, 

Naw, that there is no /:conſiſtence or Impoſſibility, that, what in one 
regard are Three, may in another regard be Ove, is very manifeſt from 
many Inſtances that may be given even in Finite Beings, ſuch as we con- 
verſe with : which, though they do not adequately agree with this of the 
Sacred Trinity, (nor is it to be expected that they ſhould , Finite, with 
what is Infinite ; ) yet there is enough in them to ſhew, there is no ſuch 
Inconſiſtence as is pretended. | 

I ſhall ſpare to inſtance in many Reſemblances which haye been given 
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long ſince by Fathers and Schoolmen,or by later Writers. Which, though 
they they are. not pretended to be adequately the ſame with' that of the 
SacreaTrinity,(as neither will any thing elſe be that we can take from finite 
Beings; ) yet are they ſufficient to ſhew that there is no /nconſiſtence in it. 
(Which is all that is here incumbent on us to prove: ) I ſhall onlyname a few. 

I Will begin with what concerns the moſt groſs of -Finite Beings, 
that is, Material Bodies. | Pe | 

Suppoſe we then a Cubical Body, (which what it is, every one knows 
that knows a Dy.) In this are 1 »rce Dimenſtons, Pn onr eta” 

( Length, Breadth, and Heighth) and yet but Oze FS - | 
Cube, Its Length ( ſuppoſe between Eaſt and Weſt ) ab | 
A,B, Its Breadth ( ſuppoſe between North and <1] 
South )) C. D. lts Heighth ( between Bottom and 1-8 
Top) E. F, Here are /1hrce Local Dimenſions, Em 
truly Diſtinguiſhed each from other, ( not only |" ___ P 
imaginarily : ) The diſtance between Eait and Welt G-. i 

( whether we think or thick nct of it) is not that between North 
and South ; nor be either of theſe that berween Top and Bottom. The 
Length is not the Breadth, or Heighth; the Breadth is not the Length, 
or Heighth ; and the Heighth is not the Length, or Rreadth : Burt 
they are 1hree Diviſions, truly diſtin each from other : Yet are a! 
theſe but Ore Cube: And if any one of the Three were wanting it 
were not a Cube. There is ro inconſiſtence therefore; that whar in 
one regard are three (three Dimenſions) may, in arother regard, be 
ſo united as to be but Ore, (one Cube.) And if it may be fo in Cor- 
poreals, much more in Spirituals, 

Suppoſe we further, Each of theſe Dimenſions infinitely continued ; 
the Lencth infinitely Eaſtward and Weſtward, the Breadth infinitely 
Northward and Southward, the Hciphth infinitely Upward and Down- 
ward : Here are /hree infinite Dimenſions, and but Ore infinite Cube , 
and theſe Thrce Dimenſions (though Diſtinct) are equal each to other 
(elſe it were not a Cube ;) & tho we ſhould allow;that a Cube cannot be in- 
finite (becauſe a Body,and therefore a finite Creature: ) Yet a Spirit may ; 
ſuch as is the Infinite God. And therefore no Inconſiſtence ; that there 
be Three Perſonalities (each infinite, and all equal); and yet but Ore In- 
finite God, Eſſentially the ſame with thoſe Three Perſons, 

I add further, That ſuch Infinite Cube ; can therefore be but Oze, and 
thoſe Three Dimenſions can be bur Three, (not inore nor fewer. ) For, if 
Infinite asto its Length (Eaſtward and Weſtward), and as ro 1ts Breadth 
(Northward aud Southward), and as to its Heighth (Upward and Down- 


ward); it will take up all imaginary ſpace poſlible 5 and leaye no room ei: 
ther 


[6] 
ther for more-Cubes or more Dimenſions ; And if this infinite Cube were 
(and ſhall be) Ecernally ſo, its Dimenſions alſo mult be Infinite and Co- 
eternal. 

1 ſay further, If in this (ſuppoſed) Cube, (we ſuppoſe in Order, not 
in Time) its firſt Dimenſion, that of Length, as A. B., and to this 
Levgth be given an equal Breadth (which is the true generation of a 
Square) as C.' D., which compleats the ſquare Baſis of this Cube ; and 
to this Baſis (of Length and Brezdth) be given (as Þy a further Proceſſion 
from Both) an equai Heighth E.F., which compleats the Cube; and all 
this eternally, (tor ſuch is the Cube ſuppoſed to be,) here is a fair Re- 
ſemblance (if we may parvis componere magna) of the Father, (as the 
Fountain or Original; ) of the So7, (as generated of him from all Eter- 
nity; ) and of the Acly-Groft, (as eternally Proceeding from Both: ) 
And all this without any Inconfiſtence. This {on;um, latum, profundum, 
(Long, Broad, and Tall) is bur Ore Cube ; of Three Dimenſims, and 
yet but One Body: And this Fether, $91, and Holy.Ghoſt ; Three Perſyns, 
and yet but One God. And as, there, the Dimenſions are not (in the 
Abſtra&) predicated or affirmed each of other, or the Cube of either, 
(the Length is not the Breadch or Heighth, nor either of theſe a Cube ; ) 
but (in the Concrete) Cube 1s affirmed of all ; this {n9um, larum, profun- 
dum, is a Cube, and the ſame Cube : So here, (in the Abſtrat) the Per- 
ſonality of the Father is not that of the $5, nor either of theſe that of 
the Huly-Ghoſt, nor the Deity or Godhe.:d any of theſe ; but (in the Con- 
crete) though the Perlonalicies are not, yet the Perſons are, each of 
them Gcd and the /ame God. 

If it be objeed, that thoſe Concretes are Aﬀirmed or Predicated each 
of other ; (that /og#: is allo /atum and profundum, (this Long is Broad 
and Zall; ) but not ſo here, the Father is not the $92 or Hly-Ghoſt : ] an» 
ſwer, That, if the words be rightly conſidered, the Analogy holds here 
alſo: For when we ſay, this Long is Broad and Tall Cwhere Cube or Body 
is underſtood) the full meaning is plainly thus: This Body, which, as to 
one Dimenſion (that of Length), is ſaid to be a {m7 Body, is the ſame 
Body, which, as to another Dimenſion (that of breadth.) is ſaid to be 
abroad body, ard which, as to a third Dimenſion (that of Heighth), is 
ſaid to be a tall body. So here, That God, which (as to one Perſonali- 
ty } is God the Fathiy, is. the ſame God, which (as to another Perſona: 
lity) is God the Sor, and which (as toa third Perſonality) is God the H:. 
ty Ghoſt. So the Analogy holds every way, nor is there any Inconſiſtence 
in either Caſe. | 

I proceed to the Conſideration of ſomewhat more Spiritual, and leſs 
Material than that of a body locally extended. 

Suppoſe 
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Suppoſe we then a Created Angel, or Humane Soul : At leaſt if thoſe 
who deny the Bleſſed Trinity will allow that there are ſuch beings ; but if 
they be Sadducees, who do not w rg either Angel or Spirit, or that 
the Holy Scriptures are the wþrd of God, which teſtifie both, (which 
I'doubt is the caſe of ſome of them) let them ſpeak out, 'that ſo'we may. 
know whom we have to deal with,and not pretend to nibble 'only at the 
Arthanaſian Creed, or ſome Expreflions therein, while the quarrel is in- 
deed at ſomewhat higher, (though, ad amolicndam invidiam, they think 
fit ro diſſemble it,) and that they do but faintly believe (if at all) that 
the Holy Scriptures are the Word of God, or the Doftrines therein con-' 
rained to be ſuch. And we have reaſon to ſuſpe<t ir, when they ſpare 
not to Jer us know, that, were this Doftrine of the Trinity therein de- 
livered in Words as exprels as. could be, they would not believe 
it. 

But ſuppoſe we, (what they would ſeem to grant, and what Iam ſo 
charitable as to think divers of them do believe) That there are ſpiritu- 
al berngs, ſuch as Angels and the Souls of Men: and, that theſe Spiritual 
Beings are endued with Anowiezze (or Wiſdom) and force (or an executive 
Power?) to act according to that Krnowledze, That there js ſome ſuch 
thing, at leaſt in Man, (whether Body or Soul } they cannot but acknow- 
led2e ; for themſelves be, and know, and 45, * And though we cannot 
fully comprehend, much leſs expreſs in Words, tiaw all this is fo ; (for 
we are here at a loſs, as weil as1n higher things: ) Yet, that it 35, they 
cannot deny, though they do not know How. | 

No:v, to Be, and to K:.ow, and to Do, are certainly diſtin each from 
other, (though perhaps we are not all agreed, of what kind, or in what 
degree this Diſtinction is : ) Fove is not the ſame as to know, for that may 
be where this is not ; and zo 4» is (for the ſame reaſon) ſomewhat diffe- 
rent from both thoſe, .for a Man may Be and may Know what he doth not 
D2; yet *tis one and the ſame Soul (at leaſt one and the ſame Man) 
which 1s, and Knows, and Docs, There is therefore no Impoſſibility or 
Inconſiſtence in it, That what in one regard are Three, may in andther 
regard be One, Thus in the Sacred Trinity, if we conceive of the Fa- 
ther as the Original or Firſt Per/or, who begets the $92; the Son as the 
Wiſdom of the Father, begotten of Him; and the Holy-Gho$ as the Spi- 
rit of the Father and the $91, as procceding, from both, and yet the ſame 
God with both ; (or what other Diſtinction there may be of theſe Three 
Perſons, whoare but One God, that we donot-know; ) there is no Incons 
ſiſence init, that theſe Three may be One ; Three in one regard, and One 
in another. | , 

I might ſhew the ſame as to the Vnderſtanding, Wil, and- _— 
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which are all the ſame Sou! : And the known Metaphyſical Terms of U- 
num, Perum, Bonum, which are all but the ſame E#s, And many other 
Inſtances of like Nature. | ; 

But we hold (it will be ſaid) a greater DiſtinCtion (than that of Vnum, 
Verum, Bonum) between the 1 vrce Perſons in the Sacred Trinity, Be it 
ſo. (But what that greater DiſtinQion is, we do not pretend to compre- 
hend.) However, it is from all theſe loſtances evident, that there is 10 
Impollibility, or Inconſiſtence with Reaſon, that what in one regard are 
Three, may in anqther Regard be One. Whichls what we undertook to 
ſhew. 

"Tis true, that not any, nor all of theſe Inſtances, nor any of thoſe 
given by other Learned Men do adequately expreſs the Diſtinftion and 
Unity of the Perſons in the Sacred [rimty, (for neither hath God di- 
ſtintly. declared it ro us, nor are we able fully to comprehend it, nor 

is it neceſſary for us to know.) But becauſe we do not 
*Ecclef. 11.5% know * How the bones grow #n the womb of her that is with 

Child, ſhall we therefore ſay they do not grow there? Or, 
* Job IIs 7o becauſe * We cannot oy ſearching find cat God, becauie we cans 
| not find out the Almighty to perſetin, ſhall we therefore ſay, 
things canzct be, when God ſayes they arc, only becauſe we know not 
vs 649. How? If God ſay, © heſe Three are Ore ? ſhall we ſay, they 
4Joh.1.1, 14. are not? If God ſay, 4 The word was God, and, The word 

wes made Fl:ſh, ſhall we ſay, Not ſo, only becauſe we cannot 
tell How? It is ſafer to ſay It is, when God ſays It is, though we know 
not ( in particular ) How it is. Eſpecially when there be fo many In- 
Nances in Nature, to ſhew it not to be Impoſſible or Inconſiſtent with 
Reaſon. The thing is ſufficiently revealed to thoſe who are willing to 
7 | be taught, . and * recerve the truth in the love of it, (Nor 
FESSETS: 5. oe denyed, by thoſe who gainſay it, but that, if the thing 
be poſſible, it is ſufficiently revealed ; there being no other Exception 
made, 2s to the Revelation , bur the Impoſlibility of the thing. ) 

f But if any ma? liſt to be conteitions, and to * quarrel about 
51 Cor.11.16. words, it is no wonder if " hearing they do hear and not un- 
Rom. 2. 5 UJerftand; and that God give them over to believe a ye, 
-* who do not /ove the eruth, But *che humble he will teach 
2» AR. 28. 289, his way, And, while we be ſo, we be ſafe. | 


Matt. 123+. 13» 
d2 Theff. 2- 10, 11. Rem. I, 21:28. *Pſal. 25,9. 


Auguft 11. 
360 7 Yours, 


John Walls. 


ſomewhats we commonly call Perſons, This I take only to ſignifie, that the 
| B 2 
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The Second Letter Concerning the 
; Sacred TRINITY. | 
S I R, 


Underſtand by your Letter (of Sep. 20.) that you have printed a Let- 
ter of mine concerning the Trinity; and have ſent me ſome Copzes of it to 
Oxford. But 1 am not there to receive them , and [ſo have yer ſeen none 
of them : ( But your Letter thither was ſent me thente by the Poſt. ) 

[ have, ſince yours, received (by the ſame way) a Letter direfted to me, 
ſubſcribed W, J. But 1 know not from whom. 1 ſuppoſe it-is ſome body in 
London, to whom you have preſented a Book, for which be returns me thanks. 


That Letter to me was thus, (with the Poſt-mark at London, SE. 23. from 
whence 1 Jurply the Date, which in the Letter was wanting) For the Reve- 
rend Dr. Walis, Profeſſor of Geometry, at Oxford. | 


SIR, 


Received the Honour of your Letter ; andreturn you humble and 

hearty thanks for it. *Tis writ in my Opinion, in a Modeſt, 

Peaceable, and Chriſtian Stile : And 1 wiſh it may pleaſe others as 

well as it doth me. I atn afraid however, that it will not give ſa- 
tisfaction tothe Scholaſtick Athanaſian Trinitarian. For they are ſo 
particular, and withal ſo poſitive, in the explication of the greateſt of 
Myſteries, as if they underſtood it as well as any Article of their 
Chriſtiag Faith. 

Your Txplicarion of Perſonality, gives no diſtaſt tome, when you ſay 
(page 3.) They are diſtinguiſhed by Per onality : And, by Perſonality 1 mean, 
that diftinition whereby they are diſtinguiſhed. Yet Pm afraid the High- 
flown School-Trinitariatis will ſay, 'This is Trifling, agd idem per idem. 
Though to me it hath this good Senſe, That we know there is a Diſtin- 
Aion betwixz them, which we call Perſonality ; but we can affix no No- 
tion to this Perſonality, which is common to it with other Perſonalities, 
either Humane or Angelical ; and therefore we can only ſay, It is that 
diſtinftion whereby the three Hypoſtaſes are diſtinguiſhed. 

But you ſtill uſe a greater Latitude, as to the Notion of theſe Perſons, 
or Perſonalities, when you call them ſomewbats (page 9.) That, you 
ſay» which is pretended to be impoſſible by the Anti-Trinitatians, is 
only. this, T hat there be three ſomemhars, which are but one Gsd 3 and theſe 


true 


Ls "IF 
true Nction, and the true Name of that diſtintion is unknown to. us, 
yet thediſtinCtion is certain- | 
* But the Deep-learned School-Trinitarians, who decide all things to an 
-Hairs breadth, will, 1: imagine, ridicule this Expreſſion. 

Alate Learned and Ingenious Author, you know, hath gone much fur: 
| ther in his determinations about this point- He makes - 
Dr. Skerlock. your three ſomewhats, not only three Perſons, but three 

Subſtantial Beings, (page 47.) and three Infinite Minds, 
(page 66.) And the contrary, he ſays, is both Hereſie and Non-ſenſe, 

Three Infinite 4454s, is the ſame as three Infinite Spirits, And, by 
Infinite, the Author underſtands here, not Infinite in Extenſion, but jn 
Perfeftion. So that the three Hypoſtaſes are three Spirirs, whereof each 
is Infimte in Perfettion, 

Then, faith the Anti-Trinitarian, they are three Gods. For what bet- 
ter Notion, or what better Definition, have we of G O D-, than 
that he is 4 Spirit Infinitely Perfett, And, if there be three ſuch, 
there are three Gods. In like manner, three ſubſtantial beings really 
diſtin, are three Subſtances really diſtinft- And if each of theſe Sub- 
ſtances be endued with Infinite Perfection, it will be hard to keep them 
from being three Gods. | 

We. do not well know what particular Explication of the Trinity 
thoſe Perſons gave, whom the. Ancients call Tricheires, But this we 
know, that the great offence which is taken at the Chriſtian Dottrine of 
the Trinity, by the Zews and Mahometans, is, from the appearance of 
Polzthesſm in.that Doftrine. Which appearance, methinks, 1s rather in- 
creaſed than leſſened by this Explication: And, conſequently, the ſcan- 
dal which (to them) follows upon it. 

But the Learned Author hath an expedient to prevent Polytheiſm, 
notwithſtanding the real diſtinction of his three Infinite Spirits. Which 
is, by making them mutually conſcious of one anothers Thoughts and 
Actions : whereby, he ſays, they would be ſo united, as-to make but one 
God. That, methinks, doth not follow, That upon this mutual conſci- 
ouſneſs they would be but One God. That which follows is this, 
That they would be three Gods mutually conſcious, For there is no rea- 
fon why this mutual conſciouſneſs ſhould make their God-head ceaſe, 
if without this they would be three diſtint Gods. No Union amounts 
to Identity. ; 

It came in my way to mind you of this more punCtual and demonſtra- 
tive Explication of the Trinity, as it is ſaid tobe, that you might not 
expect that every one ſhould be of your Mind, nor approye of your Mo- 


deſty as I do. 
Your 
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Your Similitnde and Compariſons, are as juſt as the Nature of the Sub- 
ject will admit- The great defedt of the Firſt, ſeems tobe this ; that it can» 
got be ſaid of any One Dimenſion, that it is a Cube, or a Body : Where- 
as it is ſaid of every Perſon, that he is God. | 

Your Second Compariſon interferes again with the Learned Author a- 
bove-mentioned. For he ſays, (page 72.) *Tis a miſtake to think 
That Knowledge and Power, even in Men, #s 7ot the ſame thing; where- 

7 as you ſuppoſe them diſtinct, and, upon that , ground your Simili- 
* - tude. - 
I cannot but be of your Mind in this particular alſo. For Power be- 
longs to the - HW, and Knowledge to the Under- 
% ſtanding. And ?tis plain, that we know many things 
2? -that we cannot do: And, on the contrary, we can __ = - Gs 
* do many things, and know not how they are done. pywey of iow Wy 
It mey be the Ingenious Author would be hard put to 
it to tell us how he pronounces his own Name; that is, what Organs 
of Speech are moved, and how ; by what Muſcles and Nerves; and 
what the whole Action is that intervenes betwixt the inward Thought 
and the outward Sound ; or betwixt the firſt Canſe and the laſt Effect. 
# Or, if he be ſo good an Anatomiſt and Philoſopher as to underſtand all 
Z - this, at leaſt his little Son,or little Daughter, who can pronounce the ſame 
as well as himſelf, know not in what manner, or by what means they do 
it. So, Fools and Children can move their Hands, Fingers, and 
all the Members of the Body, as well as Philoſophers: Though they 
do not know, in what Method, or by what Mechaniſm, they are mo= 
ved. Theſe things are the Effects of Will, independently on Know- 
ledge. And *tis as plain, on the other hand, that we know how ma- 
ny things are to be done, which yet we cannot do, for want of Strength 
or Force. I can lift a Weight of two or three hundred Pounds, but 
I cannot lift one of five or ſix hundred; though I underſtand as well 
how the one is moved as the other, And a brawny Porter {hall raiſe 
that of five or fix hundred, though he underſtands Staticks leſs than I 
do. I can bend a Stick, but cannot bend a+ Bar of Iron: Though I 
uſe juſt the ſame Method, and underſtand as much how the one is done 
as the other. And innumerable inſtances of like nature ſhew, Know- 
ledge and Force to be different things. But this, Sir, I ſay only in 
your defence. 

Your Concluſion alſo agrees very well to my Senſe. And I think 
them exceedingly to blame, that preſume to meaſure theſe Infinite Na- 
tures, and all their Properties, by our narrow Underſtandings. The 


Anti-Triaitarians generally are no great Philoſophers, yet they take up: 
on 


+ 1 ſhould rather 
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on them 38 if they were the only Maſters of Reaſon: And in the moſt 
Sublime and Myſterious Points, will ſcarce allow Revelation to be of 
greater Authority than their Judgment- 

But however, on the other hand, (though I never felt any Inclina: 
tion or Temptation to Socinian Doctrines, yet) I cannot heartily joyn 
with you in the damnatory Sentences ; neither would I have us Spin 
Creeds, like Cobwebs, out of our own Bowels. In the Name of God, 
let us be content with what is revealed to us in Scripture concerning 
theſe Myſteries; and leave the reſt to make part of our Heaven, and fu» 
ture Happineſs. To ſtrain things to theſe heights, makes ſtill more Divi- 
ſions in the Church. We that now have School-Trinitarians, and Scrips 
ture-Trinitarians; and either of them will have their Plea, and Purſue 
their Intereſt ; till, by Zeal for Opinions which are diſputable, we haye 
deſtroyed Chriſtian Charity and Unity, which are indiſpenſable Vertyes 
and Duties. I am, Sir, with Sincerity and Reſpect, 


Your obliged bumble Servant, 


London, Sept. 
| 23.1690. WF. 


If you k:ow from whom it is, pray thank, him from me for his Civili« 
ties therein. . And you may pleaſe to tell him, that he doth underit and 
me aright, and puts a true ſenſe upon my words : By Perſonality, 1 mean 
that drſtinftion (whatever it be) whereby the Three are diſtinguiſhed; bus, 
what that is, I do r0t pretend to determine. And if 1 ſhould gueſs (for 
54 will be but Gueſling) how it may be; I ſhonld nor be poſitive, that juſt 
fo it is. (pon Sean account, that it 1s nos thought prudent in a Siege, 
to enlarge the Line of Defence 100 far.) There is a Diſtinttion (this we 
are ſure of) between the Three : This Diſtinttion I call Perſonality : And 
by this word I mean that Diſtinition, whatever it be: But, what this Di- 
ftinttion 1s (or what adrgree of Diſtsnttion) I cannot well tell, If this be 
Trifling, 7 carrot help it, (nor, of they pleaſe to ridicule it: ) But, to 
me, ut ſeems to be good ſenſe. 

If others will venture to determine it more nicely than | have done ; they 
perbaps may underſtand it more dittinitly than | pretend to doz but will give 
me leave to be ignorant (therein) of what the Scripture doth nos tell me, 

Of the Damnatory Sentences (as he calls them) I bad ſaid nothing, 
Nor do | think, that the Author of the Athanaſian Creed did intend then 
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in that Rigour that ſome would put ugon them, And, if it. be well con- 
ſidered how there they ſtand, he will find them annexed (at leaſt ſo they 
ſeem to me) only to ſome Generals which he thought neceſſary, (as, That 
we eught to bold the Catholick Faith, That the Trinity in Umty is to be 
Worſhipped;, That the Son of God was Incarnate ;,) not to every Punttilio 
in his Explications. Which are but as a Comment on theſe Generals, how he 
thought they were to be underſtood, or might be explained, Which Explica: 
tions I takg to be True, and Good ; but not within the purview of thoſe Clau- 
es: And that a man may be ſaved (even in the judgment of that Aus 
thor) who doth fot know, or doth not fully underft and, ſome of them, His 
* true meaning therein, ſeems "to me to be but this; 1hat the Doflrine there- 
” #n delivered (concerning the Trinity, and the Incarnation of Chriſt,) is the 
7? ſound Orthodox Dottrine; and ſuch as ( for the ſubſtance of it) oxn:ht to 
be believed by- thoſe who expett Salvation by Chrift., Certainly his means 
ing never was, that Children, and Idiots, and all who do not underſtand 
the School=terms, or perhaps have never heard them, ſhould be therefore de- 
nyed Salvation. ; 

As to what he objefts to me, That it cannot be ſaid of any one Di- 
* menſion, that it is a Cube, or a Body; whereas it is ſaid of every 
Perſon, that he is God: He might obſerve, that I had already obvia- 
| zed this Objeftion, For though we cannot ſay (in the Avftrait) that length 
55 4 Cube, (and ſo of the reſt; ) yet (in the Concrete) this Long thing (or 
* this which s; Long) is a Cuge; and ſo, this which is Broad, or this which 
| is High, is a Cube: Fuſt ſo; we do not ſay (in the Abſtraft) that Pater- 
& nity is God; but (in the Concrete) the Father is God; (and ſo of the 
other Perſons.) The Perſonality #s not ſaid to be God, but the Perſon 
is, Which fully anſwers that exception, 

What he cites of « Learned Author falls not within the compaſs of what 
| 1 undertook, to defend ;, ( and that learned Perſon will excuſe me, if I do 
| 2208 pretend to underſtand all his Notions; and leave it to him to explain 
| himſelf.) But what 1 have endeavoured to defend, is as much (L think) as 
| we need to maintain in this point. 
| Where that Author calls it a Miſtake to think that Knowledge and 
Power (in the ſame Man) are not the ſame thing : I ſuppoſe (nor ha- 
ving the Book at hand) he means no more but this, That though they dif: 
fer indeed (to uſe the School-language) ex parte rei, yet 70t ut res & res, 
out rather ut modus & modus; that is, not as two Things, but as two 
Mod * of the ſame thing, And if he ſhould ſay the like of Length, Breadth 
and i'hickneſs; I would not contend about it : For, even ſo, it will ſerve 
my Similitude well enough. If that of the three Perſons be more than ſo - 
Lt 5s then (1 think) ſuch a Diſtinition as to which (in our Metaphyſicks) 

We 


we bave not yet given a Name, But of this, 1 determme nothing (be-+ 

cauſe 1 would not ſpin the Thread too fine: And content -my-\ ſelf 10 ſay,\. 
It is that: of the three Perſonalities in one Deity; without determining,” 
How great that is, And I may the rather be allowed thus to forhear;; 

Becauſe I find, even in matters of ordinary Converſation (ſuch as thoſe 

but now mentioned) the Schodl-men are not well agreed, what things ſhall 

be ſaid to differ ut res & res, and what only ex parte rei- Much more, 

therefore may I be allowed a like latitude of thrught in the preſent caſe, 

1 add no more but that I am 


Tours, 


Soundeſs, Sept. | 
27, 1690. John Wallis: 
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